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State and the parts of the universe is not strictly accurate; for
a bad disposition on the part of citizens is, relatively to the State,
something positive, but this does not apply to a man's being liable
to err, or not possessing all perfections, when that is taken relatively
to the good of the universe. A better comparison could be drawn
between the man who would like to have the whole of the human
body covered with eyes, in order that it might appear more
beautiful, because no bodily part is more beautiful than the eye>
and him who thinks that no existing creatures ought to be liable to
err, i.e. should not be wholly perfect.

It is plainly a false supposition on your part that God has
assigned to some a function which is base1, and has allotted imper-
fections to us, and so forth. Plainly likewise it is false that God has-
assigned to man a faculty of judgment which is so uncertain, so-
confused, and so unequal to the task of deciding those few things on
which He has willed that man should pass judgment".

3. You desire me here briefly to state to what the will may-
extend, which escapes the understanding*. Precisely to everything in
which we happen to err. Thus when you judge that the mind is-
a certain attenuated body, you are indeed able to understand that
the mind is itself, i.e. a thinking thing, and likewise that an
attenuated body is an extended thing; but assuredly you do not
understand that the thing which thinks and the extended thing are
one and the same thing, you only wish to believe it because you
have already believed it and do not willingly change your mind.
Thus when you judge that an apple which has been poisoned will
suit you as food, you indeed understand that its odour, colour, and
similar qualities are pleasant, but not that the apple is therefore
good for you as food; it is because you wish to believe it that you
pass that judgment. So while I confess that there is nothing that
we wish about which we do not understand something, I deny that
what we understand equals what we will; for we may wish many
things about the same matter of which we understand very little.
Moreover when we judge wrongly, we do not therefore will wrongly,
but perchance something wrong; neither do we understand anything
wrongly, we are only said to understand awrong when we judge that
we understand something better than we really understand it.

You next deny certain truths about the indetenninateness of
the will;  and although they are in themselves quite evident,

1 Above, p. 177, par. 3.                 2 Above, p. 178, par. 1.

3 Above, p. 180, par. 2.